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Revin brook
PO box 933 Mt Vigw, HI, H1l 96771-933

Movember 2, 2005 12:19 i

denator Paniel inocuyge

.5, dgnate

722 Hart $gnatg Office Building
Washington, BC 20510-0001

Subjeet: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Pocket 96-45

Dear dgnator Inouyw:

| have sericus eonegmns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position 1o echangg the Universal
Servieg Tund ([UST) eollgetion method to a monthly flat fee., Many of your constitugnts, including me, my frignds, jamily
and ngighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

s you know, U8F is currently eollected on a regvegnue basis. People who use morg pay morg into the system.  If the
FCC changes that systgm 10 a flat feg, that means that somgong who usgs ong thousand minutgs & month of long
distaneg, pays the samg amount into the fund as somgong who uses zero minutes of long distaneg & month.
Constitugnts who usg their limited resouregs wisgly should not bg pgnalized for doing so.

T flat feg tax could cause many low-volume long distaneg users, like students, prepaid wirglgss users, sgnior eitizens
and low-incomg residential and rural consumers, to give up their phongs due to unaffordabig monthly inergasgs on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the UST from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unngegssary. In
addition, it would have a highly dgtrimental gffect on small busingsses all across merica.

The Kegp UST Fair Coalition, of which | am & member, Keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly ngwsleiters
and up to datg information on their website, including links to FCC information.  Whilg | am awsrg that federal 1aw dogs
nol rgquireg companies 1o reeover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do, s &
consumer | would likg gnsarg | am charged fairly. If the FCC gogs to a numbers taxed, my service will eost morg. find
aceording to the Coalition's reegnt mgetings with top FCC officials. the FCC has plans 10 change 1o & [ial jee sysigm
soon and without legislation.

1 will eontinug to monitor developments on the issug and continug to spread the word 1o my community. [ request you
pass along my conegrns 1o the FCC on my behall, l¢tting them know how a flat jee tax eould disproportionatgly affect
thosg in your constitugney.

Thank gou for your econtinugd work and 1 lock forward to hearing about your position on this matter,

dinegrely,

kevin brook

ee:
The Federal Communications Commission
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e

3508 AGardens East Dr. , Palm Beach Gardens, F1. 33410

November 2, 2005 8:01 AM

Senator Bill Nelson

1.5, Senate

716 Hart Senate Ofhee Building
Washingion, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Yederal-State Jomnt Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Bear Scnator Nelson:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USH collection method to a monthly flat fee.  Many ol your constituents, including me, my [rends,
{amily and neighbors, will be negatively impacied by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more inlo the system.  If the
FCC changes that system (o a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes 2 month ol long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for dong so.

A Hat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and fow-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information.  While I am aware that
federal law doces 1ot require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer 1 would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change (o a flat
fee system soon and without legslation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue 1o spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letiing them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionalely
affect thosc In your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and [ look forward to hearing about your position on this maticr.

Smwercly,

Jane Church

e
The Federal Communications Commission
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rrit] box 1585, factoryville, PA 18419-9742

November 1, 2005 5:27 PM

Senator Arlen Specter

U.S. Senate

711 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Specter:

T have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable manthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer T would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And accor‘dmg to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. T
request.you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting Them know how a flat fee tax could
dlspropor'rlonafely affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your c_om‘inued work and T look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Jjohn christ

ce
The Federal Communications Commission



Senator Pebbig Stabgnow

U9, enate

133 tart $gnatg Office Building
Washingtlon, PC 20510-0001

Subjget: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Sgrvieg CC Pocket 96-45

Pear Sgnator Stabenow:

[ have serious conegrns regarding thg Federal Communieations Commissions' (FCCO) position to change the Universal
dervieg Fund (UST) eollgetion method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your eonstitugnts, including me, my frignds, family
and ngighbors, will bg negatively impaeted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

s you know, UST (s eurrgnily collgeted on a revenug basis. People who usg more pay morg into the system. 1f the
FCC changes that system lo a {lat fee, that mgans that someong who usgs ong thousand minutgs a month of long
distancg. pays thg same amount into the fund as somgone who uses zero minutes of long distance & month.
Constitugnts who usg their limited resourees wisgly should not be penalized for doing so.

 flat feg tax could causg many low-volume long distance usgrs, like students, prepaid wirglgss users, sgnicr cilizgns
and low-income residential and rural eonsumers, 10 give up their phongs dug to unseffordablg monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the UST from high volume to low-volume users (s radieal and unneeessary. In
addition, it would have & highly detrimental gffect on smal! busingsses ail aeross America.

The Reep UST Pair Coalition, of which I am a member, kggps me informed about the UST issug with monthly newslellers
and up o dalg information on their websitg, inciuding links to FCC information, Whilg [ am awarg that federal 1aw dogs
not rgquire companigs 1o rgeover, or 'pass along” these fees Lo their customers, the reality is that they do. s a
consumer | would likg gnsure | am charded fairly. If the FCC goes to & numbgers taxed, my servicg will ecsl more. find
aceording 10 the Coalition's reegnt meetings with top PCC officials, the FCC has plans to ehange 1o a flat feg syslem
soon and without |egislation,

I will eontinug to monitor developments on the issug and eontinug to spread thg word 10 mg eommunity. | request gou
pass along my coneerns 1o the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a fiat feg tax could disproportionately affget
thosg in your constitugney.

Thank you for your eontinued work and 1 lock forward to hgaring about gour posilion on this matter,

dincerely.

Richard Terngs

ce:

The Federal Communieations Commission

st



James ¥ Millgr
-
3602 Rosemont Ct, ouisvillg, KU 40218-1609

Hovegmber 2, 2005 12:08 71M

Representative dnng Northup

.8, House of Representatives

2459 Rayburn Housg Officg Building
Washington, ®C 20515-0001

Subiget: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal dgrvicg CC Pocket 96-45

Pear Representative Northup:

| have sericus eoncerns regarding the Federal Communieations Commissions' (FCC) position to changg the Universal
Servieg Tund (UST) coligetion method to a monthly flat fge. Mang of your eonstitugnts, including me, my frignds, family
and neighbors, will b negatively impacted by the unfair ehange proposed by the FCC.

s you know, USF is currgntly ecllected on a revenug basis, People who usg morg pay morg into the system.  [f the
FCC echanges that system 1o a flat fge, thal means that someong who usgs ong thousand minutgs a month of Tong
distaneg, pays the samg amount into the fund as somegong who usgs zero minutgs of long distaneg & month.
Constituegnts who usg their limitgd resouregs wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

T tal Jee tax could ecausg many low-volume long distaneg usgrs, likg studegnts, prepaid wirglegss users, sgnior citizgns
and low-income rgsidemial and raral eonsumers, to dive up their phongs dug to unaffordabig monthly inereasgs on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the UST jrom high volumg to low-volumg users is radical and unnecessary. In
addition, it would have & highly detrimental gffect on small busingsses all aeross fImerica.

The Regep UST Tair Coalition, of which 1 am a megmber, kegps mg informed about the USF issue with monthly newsleliers
and up to dalg information on their websile, including links to FCC information.  Whilg | am aware that federal law dogs
nol require companigs 1o recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. s a
consumer | would 1ike gnsure | am charged fairly. [f the TOC gogs to a numbers taxed, my servieg will cost more. find
according to the Coalition's reegnt meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans o ehange (o a flat fee system
soon and without Iggislation.

1 will gontinug to monitor developments on the issug and eontinug to spread thg word to my eommanity. | requgst you
pass along my conegrns 10 the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flal fge tax eould disproportionately affeet
thosg in your constitugney.

Thank you for your econtinugd work and | look forward to hearing about your posilion on this matiegr.

Sincerely,

James T Miller

ce
The Federal Communications Commission
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nancy lambert FCC.- gé!! E E %ﬂ
5922 west buckeye , ada, OH 45810 B

November 2, 2005 7:56 AM

Scnator Mike DeWine

L1.5. Senate

140 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Decar Senator DeWine:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USP) collection method to a monthly flat fee.  Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
tarnily and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I the
FCC changes that system (o a {lat [ee, that mcans that someone who uses one thousand minudes a month of fong
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month,
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A llat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wircless users, senior cilizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unallordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume 1o low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up (o date information on their website, including links to FCC information.  While I arn aware that
{ederal law does nol require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees (o their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a [lat
fee system soon and without legistation.

I will continue to moenitor developmenis on the issue and continue to spread the word (o my community. 1 request
vou pass along my concerns Lo the FCC on my behall, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you tor your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

nancy lambert

cC.
The Federal Communications Commission
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Tracy Goin
P —

Rt 6 Box 982 , fdppomattox, VA 24522-9605

Hovember 2, 2005 12:21 ¢

Senator John Warner

U.&. denalg

225 Russell Senate Offieg Building
Washington, PC 20310-0001

Subjget: Re: Federal-State Joint Hoard on Universal dervieg CC Pocket 96-45

Dear Senator Warter

| have sericus concerns reggarding the Federal Communicalions Commissions' (FCO) position to change the Universal
Servieg Fund (USF) collgetion method to & monthly flat fge. Many of your eonstilugnts, ineluding me, my frignds, family
and ngighbors, will be negatively impacted by thg unfair change proposed by the FCC.

Hs you Rnow, USF is currgntiy eollgcted on a revenug basis. Peoplg who usg more payg morg into the system. if thy
UG changes that aystem to a flat feg, that means that somgong who usgs one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as somgong who uses zgro minutes of long distancg a month.
Constitugnts who usg their imiled rggouregs wisely should not be pegnalized jor doing so.

A {lat fez tax could causg mang low-volumg long distancg users, like students, prepaid wirglgss users, sgnior citizens
and low-incomg residgntial and rural consumers, to givg up their phongs dug to unaffordablg monthly increases on
their bills. $hifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volumg usgrs is radieal and unngeesgary. In
addition, it would have & highly detrimental ¢ffect on smali bugingsses all across {America.

The Regp UST Fair Coalition. of which [ am a mgmber, kegps mg informed about thg U$T issug with monthly newsletlgrs
and up to dalg information on their wegbsite, including links 1o FCC information. Whilg | am swarg that federal taw does
not rgquirg companigs 10 recover, or "pass along” thesg fees Lo their customers, the reality is that they do. s a
consumer | would Iike gnsure | em charded fairly. If the FCC goes 1o & numbers taxed, my servieg witl cost more. And
aceording (o the Coalition's reegnt meetings with top FCC officials, the FOC has plans te changg (o a flat fgg syatem
soon and without Iggislation.

[ will continug to monitor dgvelopments on the issug and continug to spread the word to my commaunity. | request you
pass along my conegrns to the FOC on my behalf, letting thgm Rrow how & flat fee tax could disproportionately affeet
those in your constitugney.

Thank you for your continued work and | look forward to hearing about gour position on this matler.

Sineerely,

Tracy Goin

ce;
The Fedgral Communieations Commission
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Jackiz Page e—
212 Berasley , Sulphur Springs, TX 75482 FCC - MA]LHOOM ‘

November 2, 2005 12:5 ¢M

Sgnalor johm Cornygn

.S, denate

317 tiart Senate Officg Building
Washington, ®C 20510-0001

dubjeet: Re: Pederal-Stalg Joint Board on Universal Segrvieg CC Pockel 96-43

Pear Sgnator Cornygn:

| have sgricus conegrns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to ehange the Universal
Servieg Fund (UST) eollgetion method to a monthly flat fee.  Many of your eonstitugnts, including me, my frignds, family
and ngighbors, will bg negatively impacted by the unfair echange proposed by the FCC.

HAs you Know, USF is ecurrently eollgeted on a rgvenug basis. Peopli who usg more pay morg into the system.  If the
FCC changes that systgm {0 a flat fge, that means that somgong who uses ong lhousand minutes & month of long
dislanee, pays thg samg amount into the fund as somgong who usgs zero minuies of long distaneg & month.
Conslitugnts who usg their limited resourees wisgly should not bg penalized for doing so.

€ flat feg tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wirglgss users, sgnior citizgns
and low-incomg rgsidgntial and rural consumers, to give up their phonegs dug to unaffordable monthly inereases on
their bills. &hifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radieal and unngcegssary, In
addition, it would havg a highly dgirimental gffect on small busingsses all across fmerica.

The Kegp USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am & megmber, keeps me informed about the UST issug with monthly ngwsietiers
and up to datg informalion on their website, including links to FCC information.  Whilg 1 am awarg thal fedgral law dogs
not requirg companies to rgecover, or "pass along” these fees to their cuslomers, the reality is that they do. fs a
consumer 1 would like gnsurg t am charged fairly. If the TCC gogs 10 a numbers taxed, my servieg will cost more. #nd
according lc the Coalition's rgegnt megtings with top FOC officials, the FCC has plans 10 changg 10 a flat [gg sysiem
soon and withoul lggislation.

1 will continug to monitor dgvelopments cn the issug and eontinug to spread the word 1o my eommunity. [ requgst gou
pass along my conegrns to the FCC on my behalf, lelting them know how a flat fee tax eculd dispreportionalely affec
thosg in your consiitugney.

Thank you for gyour eontinued work and [ look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sineerely,

Jackie Page

ea:
The Federal Communieations Commission



wiliam crawford —

193 village dr , evanston, WY 82930-9528

November 2, 2005 8:03 AM

Senator Craig Thomas

11.5. Senate

307 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joit Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-4.5

Dear Senator Thomas:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (UST) collection method to a monthly llat fee.  Many of your constituents, inctuding me, my iriends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC,

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system.  If the
FCC changes that sysiem Lo a flat fee, that means that somcone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who usc their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A fat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wircless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental cffect on snxall businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsleticrs and up to date information on their website, including links 1o FCC information.  While 1 am aware that
federal law does not require companies Lo recover, or "pass along” these fees (o their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. II the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans 1o change 10 a 1Tt
Iee system soon and without legislation.

T'will continue to monitor developinénts ou the issue and continue (o spread the word to my comununity. 1 request
you pass along my concerns (o the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fec tax could disproportionately
affect thosc in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this maller,

Sincerely,

wiliarn crawford

[ g
The Federal Communications Comimission
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Darryl Jop<s .
44623 Crestview Rd , Columbic +408-9527 ‘*'*”—-\__‘" "“Eﬁﬁo. M

November 1, 2005 5:36 PM

Senator George Voinovich

U.S. Senate

524 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Voinovich:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Corstituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses al! across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

T will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass aleng my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a fiat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Darryl Jones

ce:
The Federal Communications Commission
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curt zahnke _@mw

1997 pine tree trl , ely, MN 55731-4231

November 1, 2005 5:35 PM

Senator Mark Dayton

U.5. Senate

123 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Dayton:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) coilection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system 1o a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rurel consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthiy
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I

request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank yeu for your continued work and T look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
curt yahnke

[ol o
The Federal Communications Commission



RECEIVED &INSPECTED
JAN 2 6 2006,
James Sover, — —— ECCalMALROOM !

4 Sunbirch Drive , Jeannette, PA 15644-1137

November 1, 2005 5:39 PM

Senator Arlen Specter

U.5. Senate

711 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Specter:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am ¢ member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or “pass along” these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure T am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. T
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,
Sincerely,

James Glover

[of o)
The Federal Communications Commission
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Claudettg Jordan
““
121 Mayflower Qv , Taunton, M 02780-1131 FCC - MA'LHOOM

November 2, 2005 4:52 19

Represeniative Barney Prank

U.8. Housg of Represgntatives

2252 Ragburn House Office Building
Washington, BC 20313-000t

Subjeet: Re: Federal-$tatg Joint Board on Universal Servieg CC Pockel 96-45

Pear Represgntativg Frank:

[ have sericus conegrns regarding the Federal Communicalions Commissions’ (FCC) position to changge the Universal
Serviee Fund (UST) eoligetion mgthod to a monthly flat fee. Mang of your eonstitugnts, ineluding me, my frignds, family
and ngighbors, will bg negatively impacted by the unfair changg proposed by the FCC.

s you Know, USF is currently eollgeted on a rgvenug basis. People who usg morg pay morg into the system.  [f the
FCC ehanges thal sysiem 1o a flat feg, that means that someong who usgs ong thousand minutgs a month of long
distancg, pays the same amount info the fund as somegong who uses zero minutes of long distaneg a month.
Constitugnts who use their limited resouregs wisgly should not be penalized for deing so.

A fiat feg 1ax could cause mang low-volume long distencg users, like students, prepaid wirglgss usegrs, sgnior citizens
and low-income residential and raral consumers, to give up their phones dug to unaffordableg monthly inereases on
their bills. $hifting the funding burden of thg UST from high volume (¢ fow-volume users (s radical and unngegssary. In
addilion, it would have a highly detrimegntal ¢ffeet on small busingsses all across fmerica.

The Keep UST Tair Coalition, of which | am a member, kKeeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletlers
and up to datg information on their website, including links to FCC information.  Whilg | am aware thal federal taw dogs
not requirg ccmpanigs to reecover, or "pass along” thegse fees to their customers, the realily is that they do. Hs a
consumgr 1 would likg gnsurg [ am charged fairly. If thg FCC gogs 10 a numbers taxed, my sgrvieg will cost more, 7ind
according to the Coalition's recgnt megtings with top FCOC officials, the FCC has plans to change 10 & flal feg system
soon and without leggislation.

1 will eontinug to monitor degvelopments on the issug and continag 1o spread the word (o my community. [ rgquest gou
pass along my coneerns to the FCC on my behalf, Ietting them know how a flat fee 1ax could disproportionalely affget
thosg in your constitugney.

Thank gou for gour continued work and | look forward 1o hearing about your position on this matter.

dinegrely,

Claudgttg Jordan

(644
The Pederal Communieations Commisgion
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Post Office Box 161 , Brewton, AL 36427-0161

November 2, 2005 8:24 AM

Senator Richard Shelby

LS. Senate

110 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-145

Dear Senator Shelby:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commuissions' (FCC} position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USH collection method to a monthly flat fee.  Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis, People who use more pay more mio the system.  If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand mimutes a month ol long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizeis
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me mformed about the TJSF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information.  While T am aware that
lederal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer [ would like ensure I am charged fairly, If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent mectings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans 1o change 1o a [tat
tee system soon and without legislation,

[ will continue 1o monitor developments on the issue and continue 1o spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letiing them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those In your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and [ look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Bill Williams

ce:
The Federal Communications Commission
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dhegrig @ndgrson
1310 Rosedale , llma, Ml 48801
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Hovember 2, 2005 2:44 1AM

Senator Carl Levin

U5, 3gnate

269 Russgll Sgnate Officg Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal dervieg CC Doeket 96-45

Pear Senator bevin:

| have sgricus ecnegrns regarding the Federal Communieations Commissions' (FCC) position to changg the Universal
Servieg Fund USF) collgetion method to a manthly {lat fgg. Mang of your constitugnts, ineluding me, my frignds, family
and ngighbors, will bg negatively impacied by the unfair changde proposed by thg FCC.

s gou know, UST is currently eollgeted on a revgnug basis. Pgoplg who usg morg pag morg into the system.  If the
PCC changgs thal system (o a flat fee, that means that someoneg who usgs ong thousand minutgs & month of long
dislance, pays the same amount into the fund as somgong who usgs zero minutes of lond distance a month.
Constituents who usg their limited resourees wisgly should not bg pgnalized for doing so.

 flal feg tax could epusg many low-volume long distance usgrs, likg students, prepaid wirglgss users, sgnior eitizens
and low-income residential and rural eonsumers, (0 give up their phones dug 10 unaffordabte monthly inereasgs on
their bills. $hifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volumg users is radical and unneegssary. n
addition, it would have a highly detrimgntal gffect on small busingsses all across Imgrica.

The Keep U$T Pair Coalition, of whieh | am a mgmber, Reggps me informed abeul the UST issug with monthly newsletiers
and up to dalg information on their website, ineluding links to FCC information. Whilg I am awarg that federal law does
not require companigs 1o recover, or "pass along” these jees 10 their customers, the reality is that they do. (s a
consumer | would like gngurg | am charged fairly. If the FCC goge 1o a numbers texed, my servieg will cost more. {ind
according to the Coalition's reeent meglings with top FCC officials, the PCC has plans 10 changg to a flat fee system
soon and without lggislation.

| will contingg to monitor devglopments on the issug and continug to spread the word to my community. | request gou
pass alond my eoneegrns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect
thosg in your eonstitugney.

Thank gou for your eontinugd work and | lcok forward to hearing about gour position on this matter.

Sincerely,

&hgrig finderson

Ce
The Pederal Communications Commission
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. R R

9267 College View Dr. , Monterey Park, CA 91754-4341

Senator Barbara Boxer

(1.8, Scnatc

112 Hart Sciate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Scnator Boxer:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund {USF collection method (o a monthly fat fee.  Many of your constituents, including me, my fnends,
[amily and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the systemn.  H the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior cillzens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnccessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issuc with monthly
newsletlers and up o date inforlmatiron_ on their website, including links to FCC information.  While T am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or *pass along' these fees to their customers, the reality 15 that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
{ce system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. | request
you pass along my concems to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a Hat fee tax could disproportionately
allect those i your constiluency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Sam Wada

(A4

The Federal Communications Commission
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Pamela Ha.ilfilgeer' —
180 Watson Street , Steelton, PA 17113-2145 | FCGC-MAIL

November 1, 2005 5:33 PM

Senator Rick Santorum

U.S. Senate

511 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Santorum:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method o a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month, Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America,

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up o date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure T am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans 1o change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. T
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
dispropartionately affect these in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and T look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Pamela Hailfinger

cc:
The Federal Communications Commission -
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Jeremi Van Winkle

5329 Running Brook Lane , McKinney, TX 75071-7729 Femm ?

November 1, 2005 5:30 PM

Senator Kay Hutchison

U.S. Senate

284 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Hutchison:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee, Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for deing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-voiume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up 1o date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly, If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

T will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass aleng my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproporticnately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Jeremi Van Winkle

cel
The Federal Communications Commission
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Ralph Sargent ECC MALAOOM

2 Dow Lane , Kensington, NH 03833-6710 e

November 1, 2005 5:31 PM

Senator Judd Gregg

U.5. Senate

393 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Gregg:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly fiat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zere minutes of long distance a
month, Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America,

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federa! law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes 1o a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward te hearing about your pbsi’rion on this matter.
Sincerely,

Ralph Sargent

cc:
The Federal Communications Commission
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amee kurth

_
602 River Lane , Loves Park, IL 61111

i FCC - MAILROOM
November 1, 2005 v wa

Senator Barack Obama

U.S. Senate

713 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint 8oard on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Obama:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me infarmed nbout the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your confinued work and I look forward to hearing about your pesition on this matter,
Sincerely, - i

amee kurth

Lot agd
The Federal Communications Commissien

[ O
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Deborah Roberson
# 6 Pine 5t., Bella Vista, AR 72714-5728

November 1, 2005 5:28 PM

Senator Mark Pryor

U.S. Senate

257 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

bear Senator Pryor:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more info the system. If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund os someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly, If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments an the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
dispropartionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Deborah Roberson ' A S ’

ce , e

The Federal Communiéatioﬁs, Commission
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Reuben Hoff Jr.
71993 RD 386 , McCook, NE 69001-7286

FCC - MAILROOM

November 2, 2005 7:52 AM

Scnator Ben Nelson

11.5. Senate

720 Hart Senate Oflice Building
Washington, DC 20,510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Tiniversal Service CC Docket 96-45

1Year Senator Nelson:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commussions’ (FCC) position to change the Thuversal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a mouthly flat fee.  Many ol your constituents, including me, my liiends,
famly and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As vou know, USF is currently collected on a revenuc basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 1 the
FFCC changes that system 1o a flat {ee, that means that someone who uses one (thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their hmited resources wiscly should not be penalized for doing so.

A lat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USY Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about 1the USY issue with monthly
newsletlers and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer [ would like ensure T am charged fairly. [ the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 1o a flai
tee system soon and without legislation.

I will continne to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request

you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat lee tax could disproportionately
aflect those in your conslituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Smcercly,
Reuben Hofl Jr.

e
The Federal Communications Commission
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Gerald Zwaanstra
1874 So. Leyden §t. , Denver, CO 80224

November 2, 2005 8:23 AM

Scnator Wayne Allard

17.5. Scnale

521 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Waslungton, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senalor Allard:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USP) collection method (o a monthly flat fee.  Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC,

As vou know, TISF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system.  Wihe
FCC changes that system to a {lat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
dislance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Coustituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A lat fec tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential apd rural consumers, 1o give up their phones due to unatlordable monthly inereases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across Amenica.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the UISF issue with monthly
newsletiers and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information.  While 1 am aware that
[ederal [aw does not require companies to recover, or "pass along' these fees (o their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 am charged Fairly. 1f the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans (o change 1o a {lat
lce sysiem soon amd without tegislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue (o spread the word 1o my community. T request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a [lat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to heanng about your position on this malier.

Sincerely, |

CGerald Zwaansira

[& 4 -
The Federal Communications. Comumission
v i



Jen Wnight
L
311 Pinewood 1rail , Forney, TX 75126

November 2, 2005 7:35 AM

Represeniative Jeb Hensarling

11.5. House of Representatives

132 Canmon House Ollice Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject; Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-4.5

Dear Representative Hensarling:

I have serous concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' {(FCC) position to change the Universal
Scervice Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee.  Many of your constituents, including me, my [riends,
lamily and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposcd by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 1M the
FCC changes that system 1o a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their imited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A lat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, (o give up their phones due to unalfordable monthily increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volumne to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental eflect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about (the USF issue with moenthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information.  While [ am aware that
lederal law does not require companics to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is thal they
do. Asa consumer I would like ensure T am charged fairly. If the FCC gocs to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change (o a {la
fee system soon and without legislation.

I will contimue to monitor developments on the issue and continue 1o spread the word to my community. T request
you pass along my concerns (o the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a [lat [ec tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matier.

Sincerely,

Jert Wight

ce:
The Federal Communications Commission
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Mano Barrera

831 Globe St, Houston, 'FX 77034

November 2, 20005 8:41 AM

Senator John Cornyn

LS. Senate

517 Hart Senate Oflice Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re e Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Cornyn:

I have scrious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change (he Lniversal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a montldy flal lee. Many of your constituents, including me, my [niends,
Lamily and neighbors, will be negatively immpacted by the anbair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USE is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 1 the
FCC changes that system Lo a flat fee, that means that someoene who uses one thousand mimtes a month ol long
distance, pays the same amount into the und as someone who uses zere minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized lor doing so.

A flat fee 1ax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, (o give up their phones due o unaflordable monthly inereases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USE from high volune (o low-volume users 1s radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental clfect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USFE Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the TISF issue with monthly
newsletters and up (o date information on their websiie, including hnks to FCC information.  While 1 am aware that
federal law does not require companices to recover, or "pass along" (hese lees Lo their customers, the reality 1s that ey
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. [f the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according (o the Coalition's recent meetings with 1op FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change o a {lat
lee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue o monitor developments on the issue and contimue (o spread the word (0 my community. [ request
vou pass along my concerns o the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a llat fee tax could disproportionatcly
aflect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and T look [orward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Simecerely,

Marto Barrera

[ &9
The Federal Communications Commission



